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Effects of Social Modeling, Cognitive Structuring,
o

and Self-,Management Strategies on Affective Self=DIsclosure

Although research in the area of self-disclosure has been extensive,

many inconsistencies in findings have been reported (cf. Cozby, 197.

One general,conclusion which can be drawn'from these conflicting results

is that the self - disclosure construct is extremely complex'and thus is

difficult t4 explain empirically. Methodological problems across studieS

have contri t d largely to these inconsistencies. For example, defsinitions

of se,lf-disclosUre have not always been oPerationalized, and the distinc-

0

tion between affective and cognitive components has seldom. been made.

'

Actual performance has, been used less frequently than self-rePort measures,

and when it has beenemployed the 'quantity and 'quality of self-disclosure

have often been confounded (Goodstein & Reinecker, 1974f. Furthermore, the

primary focus of self-disclesute research has been on identifying specific
. 1

parameters of the construct. 'Of the few studies which have been directly.

a ---
concerned with interventions designed to increase self-disclosure, most

-
have'fbcused on the counselor client relationship (e.g., Eighlfte & Baccus,

4

in press.; Mann & Murphy, 1975):

With the abOve concerns in mind,.we choSe to: (a) fobus on the affec
.

;tive component of self-disclosure, (b) devi,,se criteria
ta:measS

ure both

amount an0qualityi (c) evaluate the efficacy of intervention strategies
4

designed to teach_ affective self - disclosure ski141s2. .

The efficacy of training strategies base do social learning principles1p

has rebeived support in other area of,pocially sanctioned behavior, Most
.

notably in dating (e.g., Curran, 1975; Mac ald, et al., 1975) and asser-
.

Iy
.

tive skill & Twentyman, 197 , Rathus, 1973). However,

C

-r
.
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f A
most of

_

these training strategies haVe,focused exclusively on behavioral
. ,

techniques. Within the last few years, the use of cognitive strategies '

: °.
..,

,-
. *.

has increased. Several studies have comparbdtthe'effects.of cognitive

and behavioral strategies for facilitating socially'sanctioned emotion al .

responses. For example, Glass, Gottman, and,Shmurak (1976). found that

cognitive self-statement modification was superior to responsezacquiSition

, .

treatment with girl-shy males in'dating skills training: Also; in avtqfk

analysis of assertive behavior, Schwartz and Gottman (1976) discoliered

that a major contributor to no assertive behavior was the nature o£ t'he

individual's internal dialogue: The major-implication from this study is

that cognitive,, rather than skill, deficits may be the cause Of some mal-

adaptive social r sponses. Todate,,however, no study,has,exatilined:'

behavioral and cognitive training programs for facilitating the expression

of feelings. Therefore, the major purpose of Study 1 was to make such a
/

,:

.comparison.

,

Along ifith the growing interest in ,is

the increased use of self-management strategies. In epiie of this interest,

J however, very little research has focused onthe effectiveness' of goal-

setting and self-reinforcement strategies. FOr example, Mahoney,(1972).:
4 s 0

found that goal-setting when compared to self-monitorihg did not.iMprove.

management of obesity, while Kelb et al., (1968) found socral reinforcement ,

.. 4

superior to a combination of self-monitoring and goal-petting in a group*.'

:

.
As a primary treatment strategy,, self:reinforcement reduded anxiety, (Rehm Er.,

Marston, 1968),

JO°,
perrormande leve

Kanfer, 1963).

,
.

and as a secondary strategy self - reinforcement' maintained ,

i
. ..

f- .
, . , .

.

l' in a nonsense syllable discriiination;.task (Mart4ton q
4..t.,

. ...,.%

Most recently, Greiner and Karoly (1976)1 fp;und a combination
. .,

4 O

P
4'
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of self monitoring, self-reinforcemen, and planning strategies were most

effective for improving Study activity. Thus, the differentia effeftive-

ness of goal-directed practiceAnd...self-reinforcement strategies, as primary

and secondary training procedures remains unanswered. Study 2 addressed

this self-management issue within the context of teaching affective self

disclosure skills.
*..

For these companion studies, affective seii=disclosure was defined as
.

a speaker' voluntary verbal statement made as an initiator or respondent

iaa dyadic interaction which expresses his emotions in feeling terms, is

present oriented, and self-referenced. Therefore, within the context of
4\

this research-affective sell -disclosure signifies the expression of feelings

to others.

STUDY 1

Study 1 examined the effects of social modeling and, cognitive struc-

turing multicciMponent.training strategiei on the affective.self-disclosure

of single; undergraduate pales. Specifically, the objectives of this in-

0 1

vestigation were:

1. to assessothe impact of social modeling and cognitive structuring

c

'strategies on, males regarding (a) amount and (b) quality of affect, 4.

(c) concomitant level of anxiety, (d) skill neq6ssary for affec-

tive self-disclosure, and (e) attitudes towa).0 disclosing feelings.

2: to examine training effects over time by adMinistering a delayed

. posttest to participapts who did not receive 'the `self- management

procedures of Study 2.
o 0

4 Based on pilot study resufts, it was predicted that the training
.

-a

S.
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.

effects of social modelineiand cognitive structuring would be,greater than

4r,

those for attention=placebo a1id nd-training control-conditions. A second'

a .

hypothesis stated that the eApfectsof cognitive structuring would be grate r
. .

than forsocial modeling, while a third predicted
.
that no difference woul

,-,

1 ' - -

'.............)ir)

.

exist between - attention- placebo and noLtraining control nditions.-',,For th

NA

delayed posttest, the same directional hypotheses were formulated-71_141_,X&
y - \

','

dition, it was hypo thesized that no measure or treatment-by-measres inter-
.

action effects.would be found.
1

Method

Participants

Fifty-two undergraduate males volunteered to participate in a researc

training.project fOr improving expression of feelings to others. HOWever,

,because of technical problems, data were incomplete for fo r subjects. 4,
. 1

Therefore, only data from 48 subjects were analyzed for the first question
,.,

t .
of inf rest. For the three-week follow-up, only13 of the 16 subjects who

Aid.not,reoeive training in-ttudy2 returned. 'The average age was 21.5.

All sUbjecte were randomly assigned to
.

years with a 'range of 18-26 years.

t
,

.

training conditions.

Training C..bilditions
,

, , . .\\ ..

Participants received one o conditions. The social modeling andi,
,1, _ .

V
- cognitive structuring training modulego'were presented on videotape, while

the attenti- on-placebo condition was presented on audiotape. ,These three

.- -
. 1 1

training conditions were of comparable length, each lasting approximately
_._

*

,

50 minutes.
I P

°
4. a

4,

a 4
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Social modeling. Participants viewed a viddotapectmuiticomponent
. %

training packailemphasizing learning affective self-disclosure through°

overt us conditioning procedures. This package consistedofan.

introduction ad four discrete lerning components: .(a) instruca, (b) ,

e

..

.

al. .

- .

behavioral mod ling, (c) overt behavior rehearsal; and (d) a review of the
I .i, . C*

. -N

.

procedures covered in the learning package: Paper-and-pencil self-tests
' '

) .
7°-

.

were given at the end bt parts a and b, with provision for recycling through

4

the component if the mihimum,friterion of acceptable_perforTance was not
. .

:
-:

met
4.

, . .

I ° J -

Cognitivestructuring.- Participants viewed a videotaped Multicomponent

,A

treatment package which emphasized lyarning
s

affective self-disclosure
, .

';' i '-', .

,'
. . ,

through.hth verbal and imaginal covert' cognitive mediating processes. This
. .

#,

package consisted of ten into actibn at four dItcrete learning components:
.

_____ e.

. .

(a) instruction,. (b) behaviorak and cognitive (i.e., internal self-satement ,

.
..

.

modeling, (c cognitive self7modeling, and (d) a review of procedures covered

.
.oin the learning mOdulmodule. Paper-and-pencil:self-tests_were given atthe end' of

.

.the

/

first two components with provision foe recycling if the minimum criterion

`),

1.
acceptable performancewas not met.

f .
Attentiogrpaacebo: While sitting in a recliner chait,-participants,

._.:
-

..,
.

# . 1 . .
.

listened to an audibtaped presentation of training in deePmuscle relaxation.
,. . _

ti This condition Was included to control for any demand characteristics which
. ' r s °t

may have influenced participants` perception their role in the.atUk....-

No-training. Participants assigned to this waiting list control group

tfl

.

'received ipoittesting.only.

_Dependent Measures

,

U
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Perfo ce test. The performance test consisted of 16 audiotaped

tv, situations. pe-of-subject-role (initiator, respondent),,type-of-fdeling-

response (po itive, negatpie), and sex -of- best - friend -- (male, female) were
,

crossed 'fa .rs, with two different situations for each of the eight, com-
a.

binaiions esented. Participants were instructed to consider the taped------,s,

voices a's heir best male or female friend to control for intimacy level in

the siMU ted dyadic interactions. After each stimulus situation was pre-,

sented, the subject was instructed to make a response which was audiorecord-

4

ed. Following each verbalization, the participant reported the anxiety he

,felt while making his response. A 1-7 Likert -type paper-and-pencil scale
5 6

waS used for this'self7report anty measure: Each anxiety score was com-

puted-by spmming ac oss the 1.6igituations
.

Typescripts of the audiotaped responses were made and then unitized

using a modified ve sion of Auld and White's (1956) rules foridividing '

4 e,
continuous consiersat-ons into se4tences. Two raters were trained to eval-

c.,.

Uate typescripts,for amount and quality of affective selt-disClosure. After
M.

two hree-hour train ng sessions, Hoyt,interrater reliability coefficients

'.of 1.00 for amount a d .99 for quality were obtained.

Each unit 4within the 16 respOnses was rated for amount and quality of

affect by the raters. A unit was considered to contain affect if it met:

(a) CroWley's rules (1970), or (b) a definition of-affect (English & English,

1958; Goldenson; 1970). If one unit Within a response met the criteria for

affect, an amount score of one was given for the-total response.'Therefore,

the
4*
amount score range ias 0-16. _Only thosp units which possessed an affec-

tive component were rated for quality. Thus, the affedt:Clual,ity `store was
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).
the summed-totai of all the unit quality scores across the 16 situations.

The.quality measure incluied six categories of varying numerical' weights:,

(a) reference, 0-12 Points; (b) time orientation, 1-6 points, (c) appro-'

priateness of affect, ,0-8 points, (d) reason, 0-5 points, ,(e) .specificity

of reason,. 0 -8 points.,

Paper-and-pencil instrument;. The skill test wasa 24-item multiple

choice measure with correcttswers,keyea'to the definitional criteria for
a

affective, self-disclosure. The attitude survey was a 30-item instrument.
.

4065'''

,

Subjects rated items such as "When I'm angry with others, is,best to tell'..

them so" end "I'm more comfortable keeping my feelings to myself" on a 1-7

Likert scale- ,.ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree, Hoyt
M , ,

,.?'

reliability coefficients were .87 for the skill test and .84 for the attitude
. . ,

,

'

- C
survey. -

Data Analysis

.
,

To test foil,, the main effect immediately following training, a one-way

multivariate ana sis of variance utilizing orthogonal planned comparisons

Was omplffed. peated measures multivariAte analysiS of variance,,test

.

.
. tlr...., .

was used to,ascer ip,the maintenance of treatment effects over time. .The

same orthogonal g ed comparison& were again tested.

O

I

Results

'-, -Immediate Postte

The means and standard deviations for_the five dependent measures

and four training conditions are.presented in Table 1. The multivariate

analysis of variance 'testing the first planned comparison for social
,

9
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.4

modeling and cognitive structuring versus attention-place)po!and no-
.

,

treatment control was significnt, F` (5,40) = 5.97, E<.0004., This
...

a`
..

1 .

. finding indicated that the'main effects of both training strategies,

. . -
were greater than effects for thq two control group's*. Althotigh the

second prediction that effects of cognitive structuring would be

, greater that 'those for social modeling was not supported, Oere waS
t1v.-

a strong, but nonsignificant, trend in the predicted dire4/i. n,

,

F (5,40) 2.33, EL <.06.% The\;:ik planned comparison bet n attention-

4
. #placebo and no-training control groups was-not significa F (6,40i) =

.70i E < .70.

Insert Table 1 about here

Delayed Posttest

it

I

As predicted, there Was no treat-tent-by-measures inte action across

immediaty and delayedposttestS, F,(5,40) = .96, E ikewise,

noneof the measures effects for the three planned s ns was

significant, thus suggesting that the difference-be

'itIg groups did not significantly, differ across.the

i

However, contrary to prediction,' none of the tree,

three comparisbns across immediate and delayed

fipantiF (5,5) = ,93, p<.53 for the contras

e
ental and thew control groups, F (5,5) =

rast been experimental groups, and F (5,/

the four train--
1

esLigtimes.

effects for the
,

ing wassIgni-

the two experi-

.75 for the con;

, p .49 for the
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contrast between the tWo control groups. Therefore,' the results do not
,

_suppot the hypothesis that the training effect would be maintained;

at the three-week follow-up,

Discussion

The prinqipal finding of this Study was that multicomponent 'cog-

nitive and behavioral strategies combining instruction, modeling,and

rehearsal resulted in significant changes in affective self-disclosure

level immediately following training. However; lessipar is the f'ela-
.

tive effectiveneSs of cognitive structuring and social modeling dtrategies.

Although the predicted superiority of cognitive Structuring ,was not con-

firmed,the data 4ndicate a strong trend in this direction. For subsequent'

research on affective self-disclosure,,we recommend that a task analysis,

be condudteOrlor.to training. As Schwartz and Gottman (1976) indicate,'_
A

.' it is impdhant to identify whether the problem is one of skill deficit.

or due to other factors such as self-perceived anxiety and negative self-

.

statements. Thus, pne ppsiilale explanation for edslight superiority of

cognitiv training is tha his intervention more directly addressed the

participa ts' actual deficits. However, this issue must be empirically

.

addreSsed before this conclusjLon can be accepted with certainty.
.

The unexpected finding that training effects weie not maintained
,

.. - ,
over time may be explained in several ways. First, Once cell size U

.,
, ,

ranged from twoTto four, .statisAral power was great1.1, reduced and may
.

').

,
. .

not have been sufficient to defect group differences.----HOwever, since train-
Ot 4V.ing group'means declined on the delayed posttest while control group means

. .

'11

goo

)
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sharply increased, the regressi6n effect may have contributed toothe

1

1 ;

,t 41.

ek'

.

lack of differences. Since attrition only occurred_ within both,control .

groups, perhaps only'the most highly motivated control subjects returned,

thereby sharply increasing control delayed posttegt.scores. A final

explanation is equally plausible. The 50-minute training mddes may-

not have been potent enough to maintain training effects over three
At/

'1

weeks.

auDY 2

, Theoveralk purpose of this study was to assess the effects of

self-management strategies as primary ox secondary training procedures

for increasing affective self - disclosure of single, undergraduate males.
i

. .

With the training from Study l.used as a blocking variable, participants
. ..

were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: (a) self-reinforcement,

(gdal-directed practiCe, or (c) no-training control. It.was predicted,
. .

that no interaction between prior training (Study 1).and self - management

, .
training would be found. A second hyprOthesis predicted that the main
......L. .

effects Of goal-directed practiceledself-reinforcement conditions

-

would be equivalent, while a third predicted that the effect of no-training '.

. '

control would be legs than either of the two self-management conditions.

'Finally, it was predicted that-groups receiving straining in both studies
.

would be supeiZor to geoups receiving-either one or no.traitling strategy

from either study.

Training Conditions

,
Participants received one of three conditions: (a) sel-reinforceMpf,'

' .6f1

4

12:



0'

. .
f

,
- 4

/h

\
1

k b 1 '
;', .

.

i
1

V 7. 't

,

(bk.goal-directed practi4, or (c), no-training t:ontrol. The /Sential

i ,components of both tt4ing strategies 'followed the Bandur (1971) and
\ \ .

, Kanfer 49.71) modelsfo self-management. Self-observation was
.

4, tated by.a clear operati nal definition. .Gradnaied self-imposed goals
. f*

''' :4 sr la..... ,

and contraCting for chan e were viewed as 'elements in 'self-evaluation.
, _

. ,,,

i? .
. ,

In.'the Self-reinforcement dondition, 9hotce.of reinforcers and self- .',..
. k -

n .

determined rein/forcement lans were used to plan:for self-reiriforcement.
. . ..

'

Self-reinforcement. n phase 1, each parti,giplect completed a pro-
.

grammed text Consistintj. sevems-units: ia) definition -and examples of

affective self-disclosu e W', descripqions4 ,sel?':.-reiqorcement pro-
.

_cedure, ,(C) definition; examples of, al-4practice-,in goal setting;,(d),-
/

principles examples, and deve opment of shaPin9-Plan,.(e) identificattoP

of valued self-reinforcrs and ,development of pdCsonalized reinforcement
A e

(f) development of final and daily.goalS recorded on packet of,

caraS, (g) completion of selfl-change contract. jelf-teSts followed each'.

.-'

f6L:iecycling if the participant's

4

of the flist Six units, with prov_iSi'
-$A !... , 0

A..understanding meet criterion e_ 00% for each unit. 4t-ehe end of

phase 1, participants, showed their anL contracts to an assistant,.

reviewed the conter of the programMedtext, and discussed,thelr own self-
A

reinforcement projects. They were alsb instructed to use t4-le packet of
4

cards prepared while working othe prdgrammed'text to record when goals

were met and reinforcement received, the number of feeling statements

made to males and females,'and whether their daily experience of express--

ing feelings. was good, bad, or-14eutral. ,

., 1 f 9 i.

\
' Goal-directed" ractice. This group also reeeiv, ;a two-phase train-

,

. ' ..

ing.module. ase 1, participants completed a programmed text compbr- 5

. .

,13
0

O
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able to the self-reinforcement text without

Provisions we're also made for recycling and

12

'

the units on self-reinforcement.

.

mastery learning.. In Pfit-se 2,

each participant also discussed his goal-directed project, change-contra4t,

instructional.content with an assistant. These conditions
4

were the
4and the

,same as they were with the self-reinfOrcement group.

,No-training control. This group was dismissed following their prior

trafiling posttest from Study 1 and requested to return for follow-up in

three wegks.

Instrumentation, Data Collection

The saute dependent, measures
-

were employed.at the-three-week followrup session'. 'Since five P-artiOi-
,

10,,k,

and Analysis

a

arid testing procedures used in Study l'

Pants didnOt return for the secbridesession and equal n's were requ4ked
.

ata analysis, subjects were rIndomly discarded from training grOups

analyze4Aising a two-so that the usable N was:reduced tO 36.

Way multivariate analysiS of vari
I

Data were

e to test both interaction and main

-, effects. Also, a one -way multivarlate analysis of variance was conducted

:

,to compare fotir levels of atransforMed independent variable,which cor-
-,.

a .

responded to participants' amount of training experience in both Studies.

-The training amounts compared ,were: (a) training in both studies, (b)' no

training 4either study,-(elonly4.training in Study 1,- (d) only

in,tudY 2.

Means and standard
S , A

. training conditions are

training

ti
a

Result

deviationSfor the,dependent measures and three
& ,
ag,..,.

.,

presented in Table 2. ,As predicted, therwas no

interaction between prior

S

training in Study 1 and training 'in 2,

.
4

.
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F (15,$5.6) E < .35. Likewise, the second prediction that results
, .

of both self-management-strategies'would be equivalent was supported,

El(6,2(1) = !603, E < ,70, However, the third hypothesis which predicted

that either self-management strategy would be significantly better than the

no-training condition was not supported, 1(5,20) = 1.00, E < .44. However,

i results, from univariate F tests 'revealed differences in the predicted dir-

ection (with the overall.alpha level of .05 divided by five for each uni-

variate test) for amount, 'F -1(1,24) = 5.06, E < .03, and for quality, F (1,24)

= 4.90, P .04.
L

Insert Table 2 about here

(
'Tests Across Total Training Experience

Means and standard deviations for the fikre'dependent measures and the

f64ur training combinations across Studies 1 and 2afe presented in Table 3.

It Was predicted that final scores across,the fie.dependent varVbles

,would demonstrate that the combination of training frOm Studies 1 aid 2

r

would be superior' to either training experience alone or to neither train-

inging experiende: The multivariate analysis of variance supported this pre-,

. .
.

diction, F (5,28) = 6.50,'E k .0004. Results also supported the predictiOn ).

,

that the effects of training procedures
'usedI

in Studies 1 and 2 were equiv-

4ent FA5,28) =2.79, E < .2591. 1".i.hally, it was predicted that the effects:

Of a single training piocedure,/ftom either study would be significantly

better than the effects of no training. This-prediction, however, was noC'.. . 7
supported, F (5,28) = 1.39, E < .26.

0



Insert Table.3 about here

Discussion

14
I

As predicted, no significant difference was found.between the two

self-management conditions.
cmf

However, neither self; - management termanagement strategy

produced a greater effect than the no- training condition. Therefore,

the major hypothesis of this study was not confirmed. However, a'trend

F _ -favoring the two self-management:` -fOr'reemdinit, quality, andAr

:;

-,1, skill measures can ,be observed in the cell means' presented in Table 2.
.

. . , jr
It seems-possible that this trend of change Would 'favor

,
detection of dif-

ferences if. the power awl-precision of the test were higher or if the
.

training strategies were more potehtHowever,,the nonsignificant dif-
7

ferences between goal-directed practice and self-reinforcement suggest

that such training'changes would not produce significant differences in

?.terms of this contrast. Therefore,,it appears that the two training

methods have equivalent effects. -If this is true, economysis gained
4

through use of goal-directed practice kince it requires less'time to

coriplete and requires less record keeping for the ject:

.

t ,

To-our knowledge, this is the first Study to provide* experimental
i

evidence suggesting that goal achievement is inherentlY reinforcing for

N' college students. This reinforcing effect is probably.rdiated to posi-
- -. .

'tive self- evaluations which-came from goal attainment. On the other'hand,

-although the two self-management groups scored similarly on all measures,

16
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. ,
.

.
- ,

many more in,the selb-reinforcement group regularly met their goals. Since,t 4 '
I

.
. , '4

there is no reason tobelieve'thatlfLreinforceme
i aalswe more-real-

',

stic thari those set by the goal-directed group; it-See s,likely ihdt self-
,

tlreinforcement Served as motjm tion for meeting goals. herefore, it appears
-I

f.

that self-reinforcement in.this study proVed to be a motivator'only; and

thht overt self-reinforcement was not a necessary' condition for change. In
. .

, 4
this context, the positive fe0back gained from self-evaluation of goal

achieVement could.be considered a covert self-reinforcer which was at least
'

1

A

tit as effectiVe as overt self-reinforcemedt.

--, GENERAL DISCUS4ON ,

'

,t.

The oomparison of the total training experience across both std idies s
. . ,1

, .

. .

the result of greatest importance.' Since the groups who received training ,

in both studies scored significantly higher than oall'other gr ups, :this.'

finding supports the basic contention underlying this research: namely,

that short-term training is best when combined with sUcheecondary training

programs as self-management if desired change is to be maintained.

The failure to detect differences between any of the single training

groups and groups who.received no training is difficult. to .understand. The
,-- ,

7.,
, --

cell means reported in Table 3 indicate that the neitli6r training group did '

.
,.

,

.

)
i

,
be . l,eamost poorly across all measures. The lack of sgnificancemay e reatr

to possible attrition bias in the groups receiving"no training. Low power

S

and precision should, also 1?e considered as possible causes.

-
Brevity of training procedures is.both studies most-likely contributed

to the absence of single treatment effects over time. Therefore, the lack

17
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treatment potency appears to be the primary limitation of this research.

major implication from these companion studies is to add empirical.

support to\the contention that multi-phase training strategies used in can-

junction are more effective than one-shot, short-term interventions. Th
4v.

.

combination of modeling plug self-management and cognitive structuring plug

self-management is similar to many two-phase behavioral strategies used in

counseling practice. Therefore, the demonstrated success of both com-

b,inations has implications for future research on communication skills

training-
- -

With regard to the parameters of affective self-disclosure, -future

studids are needed to examine sex differences and the differential effects

4' of the situational factori- which were identified and controlled rn

study.

18
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Table 1 -
4

Mean and Standard Deviations for Amount; Quality, Skill,

Anxiety, and Attitude
V*Across

'Training Modes in Study

Dependent

Measure
o

kr

ti

Training MOde

"0
. ,

. .
Social Cognitive P:ttentiont--.
Modeling Structuring . Placebo ,

9No-Tlairiing

Control
- A

r
.

X SD SD X SD i X

Amount

Quality

Skill

'Anxiety

Attitude

1,1

11.1 3.0 10.8 , 3.3 5.4 2.7 6.8 4.7

361.6 113.2 178.8 < 92.4 230.0 _160.3
.4

9:2 3.1 13.3 6.1 6.1 3;1 6.7 5.4

347.8 50.8 15,. 4.449*. r 10.6

151.3 16.9 153.6 .13.

-

8 134.0 22.2 s ;142.8 16.4

.
..

Note. For the anxiety measure, lower -scores reflect lower, self-reported*1Thq.ety.

'For.111 conditions; n = 12.

22
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r

Means and Standard' Devi tions for AmoUnt, Quality,.Skill,

Anxiety, and Att -tude Across Traning Modes in.StUdy 2
-)

I

Dependent

111

.

i11111!

Training Mode
.

'. k

Goal-Direcii1111!

PrActice

4lielf -

Reinforcement IControl

No-Training

,

. . 4

Measuke 1 - /

X

. -

Amount'

,Quality 46'

Skill

Anxiety

'Attitude

11.4

385,6, 96.6'

12.3: 6.1 .

4312'. 10.2

149.4; 13.6

.;

s SD

10..6

360.5

1.9

76.6

.40.8

293.0 112.1'

3.2

.11.5 " 5.7 s 8.6 '3.6

50.7 6.0 46:2. 1 15.3

147.1. 19.2.. 141.3 13.8'

No tq.. For the anxiety measure, low scolles indicate lolianxj.ety. For all conditions,,n

4-.
's
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Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations for Amo , Quality, Skill, Anxiety, and Attitude

Across Amount of Traning'Re iveq in Study 1 and 2

D;-Tendent

Measure

4

Combinatio A

*Oa

:4
.

%

Both Traning Neither Traning Sttldr1 Study 2
Conditions x Condition. Training Trairiing
n= 12 n = 6 ._ n = 6

.
n = 12'

-. ---

-Amount

'Quality

Skill

Anxiety

Attitudes

X SD X SD .X SD -X SD
7,411-

-' 4

A

I

A

.

12.0 2.7 7.3 5.3,ti. 10.2 1.9 10.0 -4.0

..
395.6 103 -9 241.0 176.0 344.9 74.5 350.6 152.6

A

14,5, 6.2'
.

7.5. 2.4 .9.7 3.9 9,3 6.4 4 ,f

46.8' 8.1 52,5 9.5 39.8 18.61 47.0 12.5 .
-

137.0 .21.3 145.7 10,2 136.2 2,0Y.7

.note: For anxiety, IOW scores indicate low anxiety.
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